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CIVIL DIVISION 

Mr. Clarke Harper 
Associate Administrator 

for Adminlstratlon 
Federal Aviation Administration 
WashIngton, D. C. 20590 

Dear Mr. Harper. 

We have revlewed selected admlnistrative operations and 
related flnanclal transactions of the Office of Headquarters Opera- 
tions (HQ) in the WashIngton headquarters offlce, Federal Aviation 
Admlnlstratlon (FAA), Department of Transportation, for the purpose 
of settling the accounts of certifying officers covering fiscal 
years 1965 through 1967. In addition to the financial transactions 
applicable to FAA Headquarters Operations, our review included those 
applicable to the operations of FAA's Europe, Africa, Middle East 
Region and the Bureau of National Capital Airports (BNCA) for which 
HQ malntalns separate accounting records, 

Our review was directed primarily toward evaluating current 
admlnlstratlve procedures and controls, and included such tests of \ 
financial transactions as we consldered appropriate. In determin- 
ing the scope of our work, we considered the extent of internal audit 
coverage of payroll activities. 

During our review, we noted several deflclencles which resulted, 
in our opinion, from Inadequate supervision and review of the work 
performed by the HQ accounting personnel. Further, we noted a gen- 
era1 lack of famlllarlty with pertinent agengy regulations at the 
supervisory level. We discussed this matter with HQ officials who 
agreed and recognized the need for adequate supervision and review 
and more detailed written procedures to augment those comprising 
FAAls accounting system. The offlclals stated, however, that at 
the present time, there were not enough qualified personnel avail- 
able in HQ to carry out all of the needed corrective actions, par- 
ticularly those dealing wzth better supervislon over HQ accounting 
operations. 



Some of the deflcicncles found durlna our current review have 
been lncludcd In reports previously issued to FAA on the activltles 
of HQ. In commcntlng on our plevlous reports, FAA agreed generally 
with our f indlngs and lnd lcated that corrective act Ions had been or 
would be taken. The dcflclencles noted during our current review 
are discussed In detail below. Where appropriate, correct 3 ve act ions 
taken or promised have been recognized. We are not In a posltlon at 
this time to evaluate the continuing effectiveness of all of the cor- 
rectlve actlons taken or promrsed by HQ offlclals. We plan, however, 
to examine into these areas during our future audits of financial 
transactlons at the FM headquarters office. 

TRAVEL ACTIVITIES 

1. Need for strenpthenlng pollcles 
2nd procedures for issuing annual 
travel orders 

At the time-of our review, FAA’s travel regulations provided 
that annual travel orders should be llmlted in number and should be 
issued to only those employees that are SubJect to recurrlng trips 
or to frequent unscheduled emergency trips. The agency regulations 
are consistent with the provlslons of the Standardrzed Government 
Travel Regulations. 

In a report to you dated April 28, 1967, we stated that blan- 
ket (annual) travel orders , permlttlng travel anywhere wlthln the 
contlnental United States, and, In some Instances, without any llmim 
tatlon as to mode of transportation, had been Issued to about 980, 
or 25 percent, of the FAA employees located at the headquarters 
offlce. We found that many of these employees were performing 
admlnlstratlve duties (e.g., personnel, budgeting, Information) 
which did not require them to be In a continual travel status and 
that they could obtain specrflc travel orders without undue hard- 
ship. In commenting on our report, you agreed with our frndlng and 
stated that FAA would clarify and expand regulations and crlterla 
applicable to the Issuance of annual travel orders. You stated also 
that the use of annual travel orders would be llmlted to those cases 
cons ldered essent la1 

During our current follow-up review on this matter, we were 
advised that, for fiscal year 1968, about 900 employees located at 
FM headquarters had been issued annual travel orders. Our review 
showed that many of these orders permitted the employee to travel 
anywhere in the continental United States and permitted the employee 
to select any of several modes of transportation, all of which had 
been deemed in advance to be advantageous to the Government, 
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HQ accounting offlce offlclals stated that they d~.d not. have 
control over the Issuance of annual travel orders. The offlclals 
stated, however, that. they had called this matter to the attention 
of the Director of Management Servlccs in the hope that more cxpllcit 
guldcllncs would be issued in order to reduce the number of annual 
travel orders Issued each year. 

In July 1968, FAA revised Its travel regulations and restrlcted 
ellglblllty for annual travel orders to employees that are zequlred 
to travel regularly and frequently, Under the revised regulations, 
frequent travel 1s considered to be an average of nine trips per 
year. 

2. Pretrlp approvals by supervisors 
should be documented . 

We found that the usual practice for approving trips made by 
FAA employees having annual travel orders did not require an advance 
notlflcatlon of travel for each individual trip. Upon completion of 
the trip, the supervisor documented his approval by signing the trav- 
elerls reimbursement voucher. This practice was followed regardless 
of whether continental or geographical area annual travel orders were 
involved. Thus, while the employee was actually in a travel status, 
and until his travel voucher was approved upon his return, there was 
usually no evidence that he had been offlclally authorized to per- 
form the speclflc trip. 

1 
\ We believe FAA should adopt procedures that would require some 

sort of documented pretrlp approval. Such procedures for travel 
under annual orders would have a number of advantages. Overall 
admlnlstratlve control of travel would be strengthened at all levels 
\ln the agency because there would be (1) evidence of review and 
'approval of a proposed expenditure of funds, and (2) a record show- 

\ 

ing that each trip had received prior supervisory approval which 
could serve as a complete record for the audit of travel vouchers. 
Predocumented trip approval also would provide a means of accumulat- 
ing statlstlcal data, on a current basis, on travel costs and prac- 
tices. In addltlon to its admlnlstratlve control aspects, documented 
pretrlp approval would enable HQ offlclals to obligate, on a current 
basis, funds to cover the estimated travel cost. 

Recbmmendatlon 

We recommend that FAA's Office of Management Services develop 
the necessary procedures and forms for documenting advance approval 
of travel performed under annual travel orders. 



3. Need to improve controls over 
advances to employees 

In our report dated April 28, 1967, we stated that there was a 
need to improve conLrols over advances to employees. In our pl ior 
rcvlcw, wc noted thaL thcrc were several outstanding travel aclvances 
In amounts exceeding travelers' needs and that certain advances were 
not liquidated in a timely manner. In commenting on our report, you 
agreed with our findings and stated corrective actions would be 
taken. 

During our follow-up review of this matter,we examined the 
accounts of 41 employees who had an outstanding annual travel advance 
as of June 30, 1967, to cover frequent or continuous travel. Our 
examination showed that 12 of these 41 employees had submitted SIX 

or less travel vouchers during the current fiscal year. One of them 
had not submitted any travel vouchers during the year, three of them 
had submitted only one or two vouchers. 

Our examination of the travel vouchers submltted by the remain- 
lng 29 employees showed that 15, or about 52 percent, had been 
advanced travel funds in amounts substantially greater than the 2- 
month period speclfled In FAA's regulations. 

We also examined outstandlng advances at June 30, 1967, total- 
ing about $21,500, made to 18 employees to cover authorized move- 
ments of household effects. We found that these advances had been 
outstanding for extended periods of time. For example, advances 
toCallng about $7,800 made to 11 of the 18 employees had been out- 
standing for periods ranging from 2 to 16 months. There was no 
documentary evidence In the files to lndlcate whether these employees 
had accomplished the household moves. 

The remalnlng 7 employees who had orlglnally received advances 
totaling about $13,700 had applied vouchers totaling about $5,350 
toward their advances. However, the balance of about $8,350 had 
remained outstandlng in the employees' possession for periods up to 
6 months after submlsslon of their vouchers. 

In addition, our review of advances outstanding at June 30, 
1967, made to 48 employees for single trips showed that, of $18,865 
advanced, $7,280 or 39 percent was not repaid wlthln 30 days after 
completron of the trips. 

We believe that the above deflclencies in the admlnlstratlon 
of advances to employees occurred because, contrary to FM's pre- 
scribed pollcles and procedures, FAA employees and responsible 
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supcrvlsors dud not. perform 
on a systcmatlc basis. 

proper revlcws oi the advance accounts 

Subscqucnt to the camp lction of our review, we wore advised 
by IIQ offlc~als thal all ou lStand3ng advances for single trip and 
household cflects movements had been cleared as of June 30, 1968. 
lhe offlclals stated, however, that many employees were reluctant 
to repay their annual travel advance or LO reduce it to a more 
reallstlc amount. 

PAYROLL OPERAT‘IONS INCLUDING 
TIME AND ATIENDANCE 

1. Dlscrepancles noted In the 
processing of payrolls and time 
and attendance records 

e 

FAA's internal auditors made a review of payroll operations 
at the WashIngton headquarters for fiscal year 1967. On the basis 
of their review, FAA's internal audltors stated that there was a 
high degree of accuracy in payroll computations and that salary pay- 
ments were made timely. Although the Internal auditors' report 
included several deflclencles relative to the maintenance of time 
and attendance records, no other .slgnLflcant deflclencles specifl- 
tally related to the preparation of payrolls were reported. 

During our review of the payroll operations for fiscal year 
1,1967, we noted the following types of dlscrepancles: 

a. Three employees were granted wlthln-grade Increases 
at the improper date. 

1 b 
I  l 

No Income taxes were wlthheld from a cash award 
paid to an employee. 

C. Differences in annual leave taken and recorded on 
the payroll control (FAA Form 1936-11, the bond and 
leave work llstlng, T&A exceptlon control list, and 
the payroll register for Block D were not reconciled 
for the pay period endlng January 13, 1968. 

d. .In four cases, accumulated leave without pay was 
not deleted from employees' master records when 
the employees were promoted. 

e. In two cases, accumulated leave without pay was 
understated; in one case, advanced sick leave was 
not approved; and In one case, the sick leave 
balance was overstated. 

\ 



f. The payroll offlce did not have an up-to-date 
file s:~ow~ng the names of timekeepers and the 
orgal- -Tat. Ional group for which each t lmekeeper 
could certify time and attendance reports. HQ 
offlc3als informed us that the file was being 
broug’,t up to date. 

is- There were differences between the dates or 
amounts of leave shown on travel vouchers and 
those shown on the time and attendance records. 
We noLed also that some time and attendance 
records did not even show that the employee 
was In a travel status, 

We believe that the discrepancies noted in our current review 
lndlcate the need for closer supervision of the time and attendance 
and payroll clerks by their supervisors. 

2. Need for improved control over 
holiday 22 and leave balances 

FAA malntalns Its leave accounts on ADP equipment which prints 
leave balances on the time and attendance (T&A) cards before the 
cards are sent to tlmekeepers for the next pay period. Leave taken, 
however, 1s posted when the cards for the current period are being 
processed. Thus, there 1s a lag of two pay periods between leave 
actually available and the balance shown on the TM card. This 
situation could result In overdrawn leave balances even though the 
T&A cards sent to timekeepers show a sufflclent balance to cover 
the leave tahcn during the current period. Because the agency 
operating offices are not to keep duplicate T&A records, the only 
current record of an employee’s leave balance would be his unoffl- 
clal record, ‘if he malntalned such a record. 

We found also that FAA’s current T&A card does not provide 
adequate rne.ai\c by which timekeepers can dlfferentlate between work 
and nonwork ho 1 ldays. Although the T&A card has a column for 
recording ho1 Idays, it was to be used only to record holidays 
worked. We noted many instances where timekeepers entered “8” In 
the “Ho1 Iday” column when no work was performed. However, the 
payroll cLelks, because of their knowledge of the employee’s Job, 
questioned a-d deleted the entry after checking to determlne that 
the “8” did not represent a “worked” holiday. If HQ payroll clerks 
had not noted and questioned the entries, the employees concerned 
would, in all probablllty, have received premium pay for the 
holidays. 



HQ offlclals agreed that the absence of current. leave bal- 
ances on the present T&A record precludes effective audit of leave 
balances by thclr payroll personnel. 

Recommcndatlon --- 

To provide Improved control over holiday pay and leave 
admrnlstratlon, we recommend that FAA revise Its T&A record and 
related procedures to provide for Cl) the marntenance by tlme- 
keepers of leave balances, i.e., begrnnlng balance, accrual, 
leave used, and endlng balance, and (2) separate columns to dlf- 
fcrentlatc between work and nonwork holidays. The revlscd leave 
records could continue to be mechanized for accounting, analytical, 
and statlstlcal purposes, to the extent needed for management con- 
trol and surveillance. 

3. Need for improved control over 
pay of employees with lrrep,ular 
scheduled tours of duty ~- 

In our review of T&A records supporting the payment of pre- 
mium pay (I.e., night differential, Sunday pay, holiday pay) to 
employees working 3rregular scheduled tours of duty, we noted that 
the IIQ payroll offIce did not maintain lists of employees asslgned 
to the various shifts. Also, we noted that many employees were 
being pald Sunday premium pay for an entire S-hour shift when only 
a small portion of the shift fell on Sunday For an example, we 
noted that some irregular-tour employees began shifts at 11 30 p.m., 
some began at 11 00 p.m., and some ended shifts at 12.30 a.m. 

To improve Internal control over entitlement to premium pay, 
we belleve that the payroll office should keep an up-to-date list 
of the employees assigned to various shifts and check such lists 
against T&A records. Also, we believe that FAA should determine 
whether shifts can be arranged so that employees would not receive 
Sunday premium pay for an 8-hour shift when they actually work 
only a half hour on Sunday. 

We were advised by HQ offlclals that the payroll office was 
in the process of updating its list of employees assigned to varl- 
ous shifts. The officials stated that when the updating 1s com- 
pleted the payroll office will begin checklng*such lists against 
T&A records.. 

Recommendation 

We recommend that FAA procedures be revised to require that 
(1) all payroll offices maintain an up-to-date llstlng of the 



. 

cmployccs working various lrrcgular shifts and (2) the payroll 
offIce use Such 1lSLlngs Lo vc>I l.Ty cnl.ltlcmcnt to prcmiuni pay and 
to dctcrm3nc the accuracy of ‘l&A records. We furLher recommend 
that FAA study overall shlfl. ass3,gnmcnts (which are presently 
valicd in nalurc and ovcrlnpplng to some deg~cc) to determine 
whcthcr sh~$t.s can bc arranged so that cmployccs ~111 not become 
ent-Itled to Sunday premium pay when only small amounts of time 
are worked on Sundays. 

4. inneccssaly reproduction and 
shipment of pay records 

We were advised by payroll personnel that a copy of each bi- 
weekly payroll llstlng 1s produced and sent to FAA's emergency 
evacuation post. 

In a letter to the heads of departments and agencies dated 
Scptcmber 3, 1963, on the SubJcct of guldcllnes for developing 
fiscal procedures for emergency cvacuatlon, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral stated, In part. 

"3. *kAThe establishment of elaborate spcclal fiscal 
procedures which must be malntalned currently for 
eventual use solely or prlmazlly during an emer- 
gency evacuation should be avoIded.*** 

"4 . To the extent possible and plactlcal, pay, leave, 
and travel data should be sent from the evacuated 

i lnstallatlon to the safehaven post as soon as 
possible after the evacuation order has been 
issued so that they ~111 be avallable to support 
future payments.***" (UnderscorIng supplied.) 

! HQ offlclals advised us that they would discuss this matter 
with the Dlrector, Offlce of Management Services, to ascertain 
whether they could dlscontlnue reproducing and sending to the safe- 
haven post copies of each biweekly payroll listing. 

ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 
AND ADVANCES 

During our review, we noted several weaknesses in the handling 
of accounts receivables and advances for other than those for 
employees travel. See page 4 for travel advances. FAA has two 
classes of accounts receivable accounts. bllled and unbilled. These 
weaknesses together with the corrective actlon taken or promised by 
HQ offlclals are summarized below' 
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l? For the blllrd rccclvablcs, some of the deta3led listings 
of ~ncl~v~clual accounts receivable balances did not support the 
June 30, 1967, balances 11‘1 the general ledger. 

For BKCA, accounts receivable totaling about $1.4 mllllon had 
not been rcconcllcd by HQ accounting personnel. Although HQ account- 
ing pcrsonncl had rcconcllcd the detallcd lxstlngs of accounts 
rccelvable for HQ and European Region actlvltlcs to prcllmlnary gen- 
cral lcdgcr balances, such rcconclllatlons were made before any 
aclJust.lng and closing entries were prepared by the General Ledger 
Section Because the reconclllatlon for HQ and European Region 
actlvltles did not. consldcr the adlustlng and closing entrles, the 
detailed llstlngs of bllled accounts receivable for these activl- 
ties were not in agreement with the general ledger control account 
at June 30, 1967. 

HQ offlclals agreed with our findings and, subsequently, 
advised us that the detallcd lxstlngs of billed accounts recelva 
ables applicable to BNCA, HQ, and European Region actlvltles had 
been reconcrled to the general ledger control account. We were 
advised also that HQ accounting personnel ~111 reconcrle the 
accounts receivable on a monthly basis in accordance with FAA regu- 
lations (Chapter 9 of 2700.3). 

2. For unbllled receivables which consists of revenue earned 
under reimbursable agreements, some of the monthly worksheet sum- 
marles of unbllled revenue (Schedule 11, Inventory of Unbllled 
Rccelvables) for the headquarters and European Region actlvltles 
were not in agreement with the June 30, 1967, balances In the gen- 
eral ledger. 

HQ offlclals agreed with our findings and, subsequently, 
advised us that the detalled llstlngs of unbllled receivables had 
been reconciled to the general ledger control account as of June 30, 
1968. In addition, we were advised that HQ had issued new pro- 
cedures to improve the control over recording unbllled accounts 
receivable and related income accruals. 

3. Although accounts receivable are scheduled monthly for 
headquarters and European Region to show the length of time out- 
standing, adequate follow-up collections were not being taken. 
At June.30, 1967, we ldentlfled about $1.3 mllllon and about 
$35,200 of accounts receivable that were over 1 year old for head- 
quarters and European Region actlvlties, respectively. As of 
June 30, 1967, 12 headquarters accounts receivable, totaling about 
$100,200, had been outstanding since January 1963. Some of these 
accounts had been outstandlng since May 1960. In addition, we 
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noted LhnL some accounLs rccclvable due from hcadquaricrs employees 
had been outsLanding for over two yeals. 

Accounts recclvablc for BNCA were not bclng schcdulcd monthly 
to show the length of tlmc outstandlng, therefore, monthly reviews 
were noL being made Lo delcct dcllnquent accounts receivable for 
the purpo5c of sending collection letters. 

We brought these matters to the attention of approprlatc HQ 
offlclals who subsequently furnished us a dctalled llstlng of 
accounts rccclvable outstanding as of July 31, 1968. Our review 
of the dctallcd llstlng showed that of the accounts rccelvable out- 
standing for over 1 year at June 30, 1967, abouL $149,300 and about 
$18,200 for hcadquartcrs and Lhe European Region respectively, were 
still outstanding at July 31, 1968. 

The Chief, Accounting OperaLIons Dlvlslon, has requested 
authorlzatlon from the Manager, HQ, to write-off about $8,600 of 
the $149,300 and the entire amount of abouL $18,200 for the Euro- 
pean Region. 

We believe that the need for more timely reviews and follow- 
up collection actlon 1s demonstrated by the fact that about 24 
percent of the $149,300 headquarters accounts receivable had been 
outstanding since 1960. 

4. Our review of the current collection follow-up procedures 
showed that the form letters used by HQ had not been prepared In 
accordance with FAA regulations (Chapter 9 of 2700.3). In place 
of a series of collection letters, HQ had developed three different 
types of form letters The type of form letter used was determined 
on the( basis of who was delinquent In making payment. For example, 
one type of letter was used to request payment from another Govern- 
ment agency, another type of letter applied to transactlons wlthln 
FAA, and the third type to FAA employees and persons or companies 
outsldc the Government. We found, however, that regardless of 
which type of form letter was used, the content of the letter was 
the same for the first and all subsequent requests for payment. 

We were advised by HQ offlclals that a new series of collec- 
tion form letters would be developed to compVly with FAA regulations. 

5: The subsldlary records for outstanding balances in General 
Ledger Accounts-- 1210, Advances to U. S. Government Agencies, 1240, 
Advances to Others, 2310, Advances from U. S. Government Agencies, 
and 2320, Advances from Others--as of June 30, 1967, were not sched- 
uled and reconciled with the general ledger. 



I  

Subscqucntly HQ offlclals advjscd us that these accounts had 
been reconcllcd with the yenera ledger. 

In our opinion, most of the deflclencles noted in our current 
review resulted from inadequate observance of the prescribed pro- 
cedures and lack of knowledge on the part of supervisors in the work 
flow wlthln the accounting office. The latter sztuatlon IS rllu- 
strated by the fact that some of the deflclencles enumerated above 
could have been avolded by (1) the transmittal of lnformatlon from 
one scctlon of the accounting office to another and (2) the use of 
ADP machine runs scttlng forth transactions and balances relating 
to billed amounts which were available to, but not used by account- 
ing personnel. We belleve that adequate supervislon and review 
could have strengthened the effectiveness of control over the 
accounting for receivables. 

JNCORRECT REPORl OF SECTION 1311 
ENLIQUIDATED OBLIGATIONS 

We examined selected obllgatlons listed In the required Sec- 
tlon 1311 reports certlfled by the responsible HQ offlclal as being 
valid unllquldated obllgatlons for headquarters, European Region, 
and BNCA actlvltles as of June 30, 1967. We noted 13 Items, total- 
ing about $48,870, had been paid prior to June 30, 1967, and thus 
were not valid unllquldated obllgatlons at the close of fiscal year 
1967. HQ accounting personnel were unable to identify the expen- 
ditures with the related obllgatlon, Therefore, the unllquidated 
obligation had remained outstandlng at the close of the fiscal year. 

In add It ion, we noted that HQ accounting personnel’subsequently 
had cancelled unllquldated obligations totaling about $33,800 during 
the period of July 1967 through December 1967. These obllgatlons 
were cancelled because HQ did not consider them to be bona fide 
obligations even though they had previously certlfled that these same 
obllgatlons met wrth the requirements of SectIon 1311(a) as of June 30, 
1967. 

Also, in our review of obllgatlons pertalnlng to headquarters 
operations, we noted that HQ had reported and certlf led about 
$85,665, representing 61 supporting source documents, as outstand- 
lng unllquldated obllgatlons as of June 30, 1967, for trip and 
change of station travel applicable to reimbursable programs under 
FAA’s operations approprlatlon for fiscal year 1966. Bureau of the 
Budget Circular A-56 Revised (Sec. 1.3d) provides that the maximum 
time for beginning allowable travel and transportation, including 
that for household goods and personal effects, shall not exceed two 
years from the effective date of the employee’s transfer. 



The 0bllgatlonS wore cStabllShccl initially on the assumption 
that the cmployccs would transport therr hnuschold goods and pcr- 
5onal cfJIect.s to the ntw duty sL.at I on. WC sclcctcd 7 of the 61 
suppoltlng source documents rcprcscntlng about ‘$24,000 or 28 per- 
cent of the reported obllgatlons,for rcvrcw WC found that the 
travclcrs had not accompl~shcd therr household movements wlthln 
the spccifled 2qycar period of time. Instead, the travelers had 
decided to store their household goods. The quarterly storage 
costs were being paId by FAA. Thus, we believe that HQ should 
have reported as obllgatrons only that amount applicable to 
unpaid storage charges. ' 

We believe that the above deflclencles Indicate a need for 
a more comprchenslve review of unllqurdated obllgatlons recorded 
at the end of each fiscal year. HQ offlclals agreed with our 
flndlngs and advised us that corrective action would be taken. 

_MJSCLASSZFICATION-OF COST CODING 

Our test of the unllquldated obllgatlons disclosed that the 
Accounting Operations Dlvlslon had not taken exception to the mls- 
classlflcatlon 11-r cost coding made by the BNCA operating staff at 
the airports. We also noted slmrlar deflclencles in the account- 
ing records applicable to headquarters and European Region actlvl- 
ties. Such mlsclasslflcatlons could result In the use of erroneous 
lnformatlon in such areas as internal management reports, budget 
submlsslons, and negotlatlons for landing fees. 

We drscussed this matter with appropriate HQ offlclals. We 
were informed that accounting personnel In the headquarters offlce 
would be required to check the cost codlngs on the documents and 

i resolve any questionable codlngs with their branch chiefs. 

DEFICIENCIFS NOTED IN APPOINTMENTS 
SF CliRTIFYING OFFICERS 

During our examlnatlon of various types of drsbursement 
vouchers, we noted certain dcfrclencles in the appointment of 
authorized certlfylng officers which need further clarlflcatlon. 
Some of the deflclencles found were 

1 : During fiscal year 1967, 19 of the 22 authorrzed certlm 
fylng officers were authorized to certify all classes of vouchers. 
FAA regulations (Chapter 1, Paragraph 5b(l) of 2700.78) provide 
that an employee may be designated to certify all types of 
vouchers or may be llmrted to certarn types. However, Treasury 
Department Crrcular 680 provides that the "Signature Card for 
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Ccrtifylng OffIccr", SF-210 should show the class of VOUC~CI-s 
to bc ccrilficd. WC bcllcvc that the appointment of ccrtlZymg 
off lCc!l', should bc lsm~tccl to the class 05' vouchers for which he 
1s cognizant of and may truthfully ccrtlfy to the facts stated 
In the voucher. 

HQ offlclals agreed and stated that there was a need to 
rcconclle the differences between the Treasury Department and FAA 
rcgulatlons. 

2. FM regulations (Piragraph 374 of 2730.3) provide that 
the payroll dlsbursernent schedules shall bc cerilfled by a duly 
author>zed certlfylng officer who dots not compute amounts pay- 
able, malntaln payroll records, or dlstrlbute pay checks. Further, 
the rcgulatlons spcclfy that the schedules shall not be certlfLcd 
by the supervisor of the payroll offlce. During our examination, 
we noted that the Chief of the Payroll Branch had been certlfylng 
the payroll disbursement schedules for payment. 

HQ offlclals agreed and stated that, In their oplnlon, the 
FAA regulation should be amended to permit the payroll office 
supervisor or his asslstant to certify the payroll disbursement 
schedules for payment. However, the General Accounting Office 
Policy and Procedures Manual for Guidance of Federal Agencies, 
Title 6, Chapter 3, Section 15.3, provides that the certlflcatlon 
function should not be Invested in the lmmedlate supervlsor of 
the payroll office. The General Accountlng Office Policy and Prom 
cedures Manual states that the certlfylng officer shall make such 
examlnatlon of the basic facts underlying the payroll vouchers as 
1s necessary, taking Into conslderatlon the system of internal 
conCro1 f to assure the correctness and valldlty of the payments 
being made. 

OTHER MATTERS 

During our review, we noted several addltlonal matters which 
we brought to the attention of the appropriate HQ offlclals who 
informed us that cozrectlve action would be taken. These other 
matters were 

1. FAA regulations provide for the use of a General 
*Journal to record miscellaneous or special transX* 
actlons which are not wlthm the scope of the Jourm 
nals described in FAA's regulations (Chapter 7 of 
2700.3). We found, however, that the Accounting 
Operations Dlvislon does not malntaln a General 
Journal for the headquarters, European Region, and 
BNCA actlvltles. 



2. FAA rcgulntlons provldc for the USC of a Sournal 
VoLlchel , SF 1017G, Lo document t~ansactlons when 

- there 1s no other appropriate posling mcclla avail- 
able. The regulations rcqulrc that the form be 
app~ ovcd by the Chief, Accounting Opcratlons Drvl- 
slon, or the Chlei, General Accounting Branch, 
when dclcgated such authority. Generally, we 
found that Lhe forms had not been approved by 
elthel the Chief, Accounting Opcratlons Dlvlslon, 
or the Chlcf, Gen&al Accounting Branch. In addi- 
tlon, we noted that some of the forms did not have 
the necessary documentary support attached nor 
were they appropriately cross-referenced to such 
support. 

3. A dlvlslon chief admlnlstratlvcly approved his 
own travel vouchers under redelegatlon by the 
head of an offlce. A staff chief authorized his 
own travel under redelegai-Ion by the head of a 
service. Both sltuatlons are contrary LO FAA 
travel regulations relating to delegation and 
redelegatlon of authority. 

4. FAA employees appolnted as members of emergency 
organlzatlons (defense readInessI are issued 
travel orders covering travel to emergency evacua- 
tlon points on an lndcflnlte basis, I.e., until 
revoked. We found that no perlodlc review was 
made to determine whether each employee having 

i 
such a travel order was still part of the defense 
readiness organzatlon. We belleve that, at least 
at the beginning of each fiscal year, a posltlve 
determlnatlon should be made that all such orders 
are still applicable. 

In accordance with the General Accounting Office Policy and 
Procedures Manual for Guidance of Federal Agencies, Title 8, Chap- 
ter 3, the records of financial transactlons through June 30, 1967, 
may be transmitted to the Federal Records Center for storage In 
compliance with your records management program. 

We wish to acknowledge the courtesy and cooperation given to 
our representatives during our review. Your wrltten comments and 



taken or to bc taken on matters m this report nclvlcc as to acLlon 
will bc apprccmtccl. 

1 
Sxnccrcly yours, 

@slstant Dlrector 




